In [2, Section 8], we compare our methods with the existing methods of [3] and [1] by means of a numerical assessment. It has recently come to our attention that the code that we used for this numerical assessment contained a small error. Consequently, the numerical values reported in [2, Tables 1 and 2] are not all entirely correct. Fortunately, the errors in the values are so small that they do not change our analysis of the numerical assessment and the subsequent conclusion. We nevertheless give the correct values below, where we indicate the changes with respect to the original tables in red. Table 1. Comparison of the bounds obtained by using [2, Theorems 12 and 13] with those obtained by the method presented in [3, Section 3.2]. Model parameters: = 4, = 5, = 1, 1 = 1, 2 = 1.01. Computation parameters:ˆ1 consists of all the singletons,ˆ2 consists of all the singletons and their complements. [2, Theorem 12] [2, Theorem 13] [3, Table 2] = 1.8/‖ ‖ = 0.9/‖ ‖ˆ1ˆ2 Exact Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper Lower Upper POP 3.7266 3.6141 3.7493 3.7196 3.7336 3.7196 3.7336 3.6162 3.7487 3.7113 3.7414 TP 0.9828 0.9676 0.9835 0.9826 0.9831 0.9826 0.9831 0.9679 0.9835 0.9823 0.9834
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